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SECOND SCREENING ANALYSIS
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Secondary Screening Evaluation Matrix T 1 g
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Workshop Identified Conceptual Alternatives (the number of groups that 1 1 2 2 1 0 1 2 4 / 3 Q 4> / 0 1 2 1 1
identified the alternative)
1.0 Transportation )
1.1 5 Does the concept improve LOS in the existing SR 28 corridor? 8 7 6 5 4 X 5 77— 8/ 8 [ 9~ 10 8 8 8 8
1.2 5 Does the concept improve freight mobility in the area? 10 9 4 5 5 3 5 3 /7 S 6 9 6 6 6 6
1.3 5 Does the concept improve safety in the existing SR 28 corridor? 9 9 6 5 5 4 5 5 6 /g 5 9 7 7 6 6
1.4 5 Does the concept improve LOS on local roadway system and accommodate 5 6 7 6 6 6 7 7 7 6 6 5 5 6 6
alternative modes? f
1.0 Average Subtotal Score 8 78 5.8 5.3 5 ] 53 53 5.5 7 7.8 6.5 8.5 6.5 6.5 6.5 6.5
2.0 Community/ Land Use )
2.1 1 Does the concept displace businesses and/or residents? 8 8 6 7 2 5 3 8 6 4 4 7 6 5 2
2.2 5 Does the concept minimize neighborhood connectivity impacts and access impacts to 3 7 6 (6 5\ \ 3\_/6/ 6 5 5 4 2 5 5 5 4
local businesses and residents?
23 1 Does the concept serve economic development areas? 7 2 7 '6 6 )1/ 6 6 8 7 7 6 7 7 7 7 7
2.4 Is the concept acceptable to the community?
2.0 Average Subtotal Score 6 ?/f 6.3 63 |63 | 43 5.7 5.7 6.7 6 4.7 4.3 6.33 6 5.7 4.3
3.0 Environmental
3.1 3 Does the concept minimize noise and air quality impacts? 5 7 4 5 5 3 5 4 4 4 4 6 3 3 3 3
32 2 Does the concept provide opportunities to improve water quality? 5 4 7 7 7 6 7 7 5 4 5 5 4 4 5 5
33 5 Does the concept minimize impacts to parks, schools, recreation areas, cultural ) 7\ 5 4 4 5 4 5 7 4 8 8 4 6 7 7
resources and prime farmland? /\
34 5 Does the concept minimize impacts to biological resources (Colu?&nbia Rive\\ 5 3 5 5 5 7 4 6 7 5 7 7 5 5 7 7
wetlands, wildlife or vegetation)?
3.5 2 Is the concept likely to receive permits? } 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 6 6 6 6 5 5 5 5
3\(\) Aver&ige Subtotal Scor 4.8 5 5.2 5.2 5.2 5.2 5 5.4 5.8 4.6 6 6.4 4.2 4.6 5.4 5.4
4.0 Engineering Feasibility / / \
4.1 Will the concept minimize future maintenance? \ 7 8 3 2 2 6 2 4 8 8 10 9 8 8 8 8
42 Does the concept minimize-utility impacts? v 7 9 6 6 6 2 6 4 6 7 4 3 6 6 6 5
4.3 Does the concept requi@ high@fs%t\ic treaﬁnenf\‘{ 3 5 2 2 2 4 2 3 8 7 6 4 5 6 6 6
4.4 Does the concept minim\ize eaﬁ\b grading and\relatéd imp\qcts? 6 8 2 2 1 4 1 2 8 7 6 5 7 7 7 6
4.5 Does the concept minimizg profile grades? 7 6 3 3 3 4 3 3 8 6 8 9 6 6 8 8
4.6 Does the concept minimize Eﬁied Wioﬁ area and related drainage 5 5 2 2 2 4 2 3 9 6 8 7 6 6 8 8
requirements?
4.0 Average Subtotal Score 5.8 6.8 3.0 2.8 2.7 4.0 2.7 3.2 7.8 6.8 7 6.2 6.33 6.5 7.2 6.8
TOTAL SCORE (summation of the four Average Subtotals) 24.6 26.9 20.3 19.6 19.2 18.8 18.7 19.8 273 25.2 24.2 254 23.3 23.6 24.8 23.0
RANKING () (0] an 13) a4) as) (16) a2) @ “@ (M A ® ® (6)) 10)




